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To  improve  the  health  and  productivity  ol  the  land 
to  support  the  BLM  multiple-use  mission. 


To  cultivate  community-based  conservation, 
citizen-centered  stewardship,  and  partnership 
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Dear  Friend: 

This  document  is  the  final  version  of  the  South  Fork  American  River  Management  Plan,  which 
will  guide  management  activities  on  public  lands  along  the  South  Fork  American  River  between 
Salmon  Falls  Bridge  and  Chile  Bar  Dam. 

For  the  BLM,  this  management  plan  is  different.  It  is  different  because  we  didn’t  use  the 
standard  Federal  planning  process.  Instead,  the  South  Fork  Plan  was  developed  using  the 
community-based  planning  technique.  In  this  process,  local  citizens  were  directly  involved  in 
formulating  recommendations  for  management  by  using  the  consensus  process  to  resolve  issues. 
This  was  done  in  a long  series  of  public  meetings. 

The  individuals  attending  the  planning  meetings  (self-selected  - no  one  appointed  them!)  were  a 
remarkably  diverse  group  that  represented  a broad  spectrum  of  interests,  and  had  intimate 
knowledge  of  both  the  river  corridor  and  the  public  lands  issues.  Reaching  consensus  on 
management  issues  was  not  easy,  even  with  BLM  facilitators  present,  but  they  managed  to  do  so 
on  most  of  the  topics  discussed.  Every  one  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  deserves 
credit  for  a job  well  done. 

We  believe  this  plan  is  better  than  we  could  have  done  by  ourselves  because  of  extraordinary 
level  of  public  involvement. 

Our  deepest  thanks  go  to  all  those  who  attended  the  meetings,  or  sent  in  their  comments.  The 
public  lands  along  the  South  Fork  American  River  will  be  far  better  managed  because  you  cared 
enough  to  speak  up. 

The  South  Fork  American  River  project  is  not  done  yet.  Now  that  we  all  know  what  to  do,  we’ve 
got  to  do  it.  This  will  require  a special  effort,  not  only  from  the  BLM,  but  also  from  all  those  who 
care  about  the  river. 

We  will  keep  you  posted  on  progress  in  plan  implementation,  and  on  opportunities  to  help  make 
the  plan  a reality. 


Sincerely 


J/imes  M.  Eicher 
cting  Field  Manager 
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DECISION  RECORD 


South  I'ork  American  River  Management  Plan 


CA- 180-03-25 


I.  DECISION 

It  is  my  decision  to  adopt  significant  portions  of  the  Draft  South  Fork  American  River 
Management  Plan.  Included  are  the  management  actions  listed  in  the  Proposed  Action 
section,  some  from  the  Modified  Proposed  Action  section,  as  well  as  five  management 
actions  recommended  by  the  public  during  their  review  of  the  South  Fork  American 
River  Draft  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Assessment  (CAl 80-03-25).  This  mix 
of  decision  sources  provides  the  best  combination  of  actions  to  achieve  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  plan  and  the  vision  statement  developed  by  the  community.  These 
decisions  are  shown  in  Table  1 . 

The  draft  management  plan  presented  management  recommendations,  proposed  resource 
allocations,  and  suggested  planning  designations  developed  in  the  community-based 
activity  planning  process  for  4,164  acres  of  public  land  along  the  South  Fork  American 
River.  The  draft  was  enhanced  through  the  addition  of  management  actions  from 
analysis  of  the  Environmental  Assessment.  These  planning  decisions  addressed  emerging 
issues  associated  with  the  acquired  lands  as  well  as  management  guidance  for  public 
domain  lands. 


2.  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

Three  alternatives  were  examined;  “No  Action,"  the  “Proposed  Action"  and  a “Modified 
Proposed  Action"  alternative. 

Under  the  “No  Action"  alternative,  the  BEM-administered  lands  in  the  South  Fork 
planning  area  would  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  1988  Sierra  Planning  Area 
Management  Framework  Plan  as  Amended. 

fhe  “Proposed  Action"  was  developed  through  the  community-based  planning  process. 

In  this  process,  local  citizens  were  involved  in  formulating  recommendations  for 
management  by  using  the  consensus  process  to  resolve  issues.  This  was  achieved  in  a 
series  of  public  meetings.  The  individuals  attending  the  planning  meetings  constituted  a 
remarkably  diverse  group  that  represented  a broad  spectrum  of  interests,  and  had  intimate 
knowledge  of  both  the  river  corridor  and  the  public  lands  issues.  Reaching  consensus  on 
management  issues  was  not  easy,  even  with  Bl.M  facilitators  present,  but  they  managed 
to  do  so  on  most  of  the  topics  discussed.  During  the  planning  process,  a spirit  of  mutual 
trust  and  understanding  evolved  between  the  planning  group  and  the  BEM  staff  The 


resulting  proposed  action  was  generally  consistent  with  the  Bureau’s  planning  policy  and 
statLitoiy  requirements. 

The  ‘'Modified  Proposed  Action”  alternative  consists  of  a number  of  planning  issues  that 
were  not  included  in  the  Proposed  Action  or  No  Action  Alternative.  These  items  include 
issues  not  addressed  by  the  community-based  planning  group  because  of  time  restraints; 
issues  discussed,  but  not  adopted  by  consensus;  actions  needed  to  meet  special 
management  needs  or  land  use  planning  goals;  BLM  policy,  laws  and/or  regulations;  or 
adjustments  needed  to  compliment  planning  by  another  agency;  and  planning  actions 
needed  to  address  issues  that  have  arisen  since  the  planning  meetings. 

Five  actions  suggested  by  the  public  during  the  public  review  of  the  environmental 
analysis  are  accepted  for  inclusion  in  the  final  plan.  These  suggestions  were  analyzed  and 
determined  to  be  consistent  with  the  plan's  goals  and  objectives,  and  were  consistent  with 
the  public  intentions  for  management  of  the  river  corridor,  but  were  not  considered  in  any 
of  the  planning  alternatives.  Actions  adopted  in  the  Final  South  Fork  American  River 
Management  Plan  are  shown  in  Table  1. 

TABLE  1 


ALTERNATIVES 

ACTIONS  SELECTED 

1.  NO  ACTION 

NONE 

2.  PROPOSED  ACTION 

(1,2,3,4,5,6,7,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21, 

22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36) 

3.  MODIFIED  ACTION 

(40,41,43,46,47,) 

4.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

(55,  56,57,58,59) 

Five  actions,  not  listed  under  the  Proposed  and  Modified  Proposed  Action  Alternatives 
and  included  in  the  Environmental  Analysis,  were  added  to  the  Final  Plan.  These  are  as 
follows: 

Action  55:  Casual  gold-hounding,  with  hands  and  pans,  and  sluicing,  will  be 
allowed  to  continue  in  the  Miners  Cabin  Planning  Unit,  Parcel  C Planning  Unit, 
Dave  Moore  Nature  Area,  and  Norton  Ravine  Planning  Unit.  Sluice  boxes  will 
not  exceed  6 feet  in  length.  No  permits  are  required  for  this  activity.  Within  the 
Greenwood  Creek  Planning  Unit,  hands  and  pans  will  be  allowed,  including  in 
Hastings  Creek  below  the  mining  claimant's  boundary.  Sluicing  will  not  be 
allowed  within  the  Greenwood  Creek  Planning  Unit.  Greenwood  Creek  itself  will 
be  off  limits  to  casual  use  gold  panning  and  sluicing. 

Impacts:  Action  55  allows  the  opportunity  to  gold-hound  with  pans  and  hands 
and  sluice  boxes  in  most  planning  units.  The  Dave  Moore  Nature  Area,  once 
claimed  up,  is  now  open  for  casual  public  prospecting.  Sluicing  is  not  allowed  in 
Greenwood  Creek  Planning  Unit  because  of  potential  conficts  between  permitted 
dredgers  and  casual  users,  and/or  resource  impacts  in  Greenwood  and  Hastings 
Creeks.  This  action  modifies  Action  36  and  Action  49. 


Action  56:  Dredge  spaeing  ol'3()()  feel  or  more  between  dredgers  unless  the 
permit  holders  themseh  es  agree  to  work  closer. 

Impacts:  This  decision  is  closely  related  to  Action  45,  but  further  refines  this 
decision  to  address  only  spacing  between  dredgers.  Action  45  proposes  to  create 
a 30()-foot  buffer  between  dredgers  and  private  property  as  well  as  other  public 
land  users.  If  you  were  to  consider  individual  dredgers  as  different  public  land 
users,  then  this  action  (decision)  has  already  been  analyzed  in  the  plan's  EA 
w ithin  the  eonfmes  of  Action  45. 

Action  57:  Requires  fire  pans  or  designated  fire  rings  in  all  areas  open  to 
camping. 

Impacts:  The  proposed  plan  and  plan  alternatives  addressed  the  use  of  campfires 
in  several  different  ways.  This  action  would  provide  uniform  campfire 
requirements  throughout  the  planning  area,  while  still  addressing  public  concern 
over  the  spread  of  wildfires  set  by  campers.  Environmental  and  social  impacts  of 
this  action  have  been  analyzed,  to  differing  degrees,  in  actions  9,  1 1, 
23,37.38.46,48,51,52,  and  action  53. 

Action  58:  Close  Off- Road- Vehicle  (ORV)  use  in  South  Fork  American  Planning 
area  by  implementing  a “closure”  order. 

Impacts:  Action  58  modifies  both  Action  8 and  Action  39  to  close  the  public 
lands  to  ORV  use.  Action  58  represents  the  public  recommendation  for  the  South 
Fork  American  River  Planning  Area.  Motorized  vehicle  access  to  parking  areas 
and  trail  heads  will  continue.  ORV  access  for  mining  claimants,  administrative 
needs,  and  search  and  rescue  operations  will  continue  upon  approval  from  the 
authorized  officer. 

Action  59:  Camping  on  public  lands  is  only  allowed  on  a permitted  basis.  Each 
planning  unit  has  special  requirements  on  camping.  In  Parcel  C,  and  the 
Greenwood  Creek  and  Norton  Ravine  Planning  Units,  campers  must  fill  out  a 
Special  Use  Permit  and  drop  it  off  in  a registration  box  provided  at  the  designated 
site,  or  camping  zone.  Fees  will  be  assessed  for  camping  on  public  lands. 
Camping  in  the  Miners  Cabin  Planning  Unit  will  require  a Special  Recreation  Use 
Permit  from  the  Folsom  Field  Office.  Camping  outside  of  designated  camping 
sites,  zones,  or  the  Dave  Moore  Nature  Area  will  be  allowed  only  on  a permitted 
basis.  No  camping  is  allowed  in  the  Ponderosa  Planning  Unit.  Special  Recreation 
Use  Permits  will  be  issued  on  a first  come  first  serve  basis. 

Impacts:  Camping  restrictions  have  been  discussed  and  analyzed  in  Action  9, 
and  23  of  the  EA.  Restricting  camping  to  certain  sites,  and  zones,  will  reduce 
contlicts.  resource  impacts,  provide  for  more  efficient  maintenance,  and  reduce 
chances  of  wildfire,  trash,  and  human  waste  concerns.  Registration  boxes  should 


chances  of  wildfire,  trash,  and  human  waste  concerns.  Registration  boxes  should 
make  this  an  easy,  on-site  process.  Getting  a Special  Recreation  Use  Permit  for 
the  Miners  Cabin  Planning  Unit  is  required  to  inform  users  about  the  sensitivity  of 
the  resource  prior  to  their  visit. 

3.  RATIONALE 

The  decisions  made  here  reflect  the  wisdom  of  the  public,  which  was  derived  from 
hundreds  of  hours  of  meetings  and  discussions  concerning  the  public  lands  located  along 
South  Fork  of  the  American  River.  Competing  interests,  persons  with  divergent  values, 
and  organizations  with  differing  agendas  worked  together  to  develop  a plan  that  will 
serve  the  community  for  many  years  to  come.  Their  work  and  their  recommendations 
were  the  basis  for  the  proposed  action.  That  alone  was  considered  to  be  a good  plan. 
However,  the  proposed  action  was  refined  through  development  of  certain  modifications 
that  improved  upon,  and  made  the  proposed  action  more  complete.  The  public  comment 
process  yielded  even  greater  refinement  to  the  Plan.  The  resultant  decisions  will  guide 
our  management  for  many  years  to  come,  and  will  do  so  with  the  support  and 
encouragement  of  the  local  community. 

4.  FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT: 

The  Decision  Record  constitutes  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  final  action  on 
approving  the  South  Fork  American  River  Management  Plan.  Environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed,  modified,  and  five  new  management  actions  have  been 
assessed.  I conclude  that  the  proposed,  modified,  and  five  management  actions  adopted, 
will  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  is  not  a major  federal  action. 
Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  pursuant  to  Section  102(2)(c)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  is  not  required. 


Signature  and  Date 


Is  M.  Eicher 
ig  Field  Manager 
Isom  Field  Office 
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